I have no relevant financial or nonfinancial relationship(s) within the products or services described, reviewed, evaluated or compared in this presentation. : Each time a word is accessed its translation equivalent is also accessed, placing cognates of both languages equally at a lower threshold for retrieval activation than non-cognates (e.g., Dijkstra, Grainger, & Van Heuven, 1999 and L2
• Dell's cascading view of lexical access (Dell, 1986) • Cognates -could lead to more competitors in both languages during the lexical selection process -phonological confusion?
• Levelt's (1989; 1999) once the correct node has been selected, the phonological segments of only the chosen node are retrieved and irrelevant phonological information will be discarded • All bilingual subjects began their exposure to English after the age of 14 years or later.
• Bilinguals were accepted from a variety of Spanish-speaking countries in Latin America and the Caribbean. 
Methods
• The ERP experiment consisted of 10 blocks, each containing 80 word pairs (~42 min)
• Interstimulus Interval (ISI) is 800 ms. They are allowed 1500 ms to answer.
• Each word pair consisted of either a cognate or a non-cognate word which is produced in standard English or with a change to the stressed vowel What did we look for?
• "P400" response is a positive response seen in frontocentral electrodes and demonstrates an effect of language experience (Wagner, et. al, 2012) • Parietal sites were chosen to assess for the presence of an N400 component or late positive component (LPC) in the data.
• An N400 has been demonstrated to phonological violations and is modulated by familiarity or priming. Associated with retrieving the stored conceptual knowledge relating to a word (Kutas et. al, 2000) .
• LPC is related to the response a participant makes to the stimulus (Linden, 2005).
Analysis -N400 response
• The N400 component is known to have a scalp distribution in the midline parietal and central areas of the scalp, typically centering at Pz, or site 34 (Duncan et. al, 2009 ).
Analysis -LPC response
• The LPC is typically present after the N400 component, with a similar parieto-central distribution.
• It is an index of retrieval of a lexical item from our longterm semantic storage. It is typically larger to the second word in a pair when the second word is different from the first (Rugg, 1987 , Wagner, et. al, 2012 ).
• Related to the response a participant makes to the stimulus (Linden, 2005) .
Results-Parietal model
• 360-439 ms similar responses from both language groups
• 440-519 ms time-frame there were significant interactions of Group x Type and Group x Type x Condition (p<.001)
• Significant differences in variance across language groups were present for the non-cognate Different condition (F(1,27)=4.59, p<0.01) but not for the cognate Different condition (F(1,27)=1.4, p=0.25)
Parietal Subtractions
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• Topography -MONO similar across types, BIL different across types
• The non-cognate trials alone revealed a significant interaction of Group x Condition (p<0.001), with the BILs demonstrating a robust negative response to noncognates different trials
• Non-cognate mispronunciations were perceived as a mismatch, and appeared to result in a lexical search.
• Bilinguals demonstrated a larger LPC with non-cognates only Group x Type x Condition p<.001 in all time frames from 520ms to 800ms.
Parietal Subtractions Bilingual Monolingual
Non Results -Lexical Access
• Standard and accented cognate forms seem to equally allow for lexical access with respect to the N400 measure -Dell's model.
• Frontal positive component finding does not fit with Dell's model because the cognate words showed larger discriminative responses.
• Dell's model explains the early operation of the system, but Levelt's model is supported by our findings in that once the lexical item is selected, incorrect phonological information can be inhibited. • The BILs demonstrated an increased positivity at frontal sites (P400) for cognates words, but smaller or absent response for the non-cognates.
• For the similarities in N400 response, it may be that MONOs from the New York City area may accept these variant cognate pronunciations due to the listeners' high level of passive exposure.
• LPC findings • (BIL greater response to non-cognates)
• It is possible that BILs were primed by both the standard and accented versions of the cognate words and therefore did not have to "work as hard" to retrieve the lexical entry when they heard the target word
• Another possibility is that LPC reflects difficulty/effort in detecting vowel change -Non-cognates require more effort?
Conclusions
• Late bilinguals may have more accurate phonological representations of the cognate than non-cognate words
• Familiarity with a word leads to more accurate L2 perception.
• Cognates are assisting not only at a higher lexical level, but also at a lower speech perception level
